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Abstract 
 
Problem behaviors in the school setting have become more frequent as well as 
challenging for teachers and faculty to decrease while attempting to help their students 
attain their academic goals. Within the last decade, school-wide positive behavior support 
(SWPBS) has become more widespread as an evidence-based practice within the school 
system. SWPBS uses a multi-tiered support structure in order to affect behavior change 
across an entire school population. Several common secondary interventions have been 
utilized with high success rates. However, the research conducted thus far using the 
Check-In/Check-Out (CICO) program, a secondary intervention, has shown a lesser 
degree of success in behavior change with those students whose problem behavior is 
maintained by negative reinforcement or escape from aversive tasks. The current study 
examined the effects of the CICO program, adapted to address negative reinforcement 
contingencies. Using a multiple baseline across participants design, students in this study 
were exposed to a modified CICO intervention strategy in which problem behaviors, 
specifically related to the escape function as determined by a routine analysis, were 
targeted for reduction while academic engagement were targeted for acquisition.  Results 
provided reductions in problem behaviors and an overall increase in academic 
engagement across participants with teacher implementers indicating the modified CICO 
program as feasible and acceptable.  Implications for future research are discussed.  
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Introduction 
 
The emergence of positive behavior support (PBS) came in the mid-1980’s as a 
set of new systematic intervention strategies as opposed to the traditional punitive and 
restrictive behavioral interventions normally employed at that time to control problem 
behaviors (Evans & Meyer, 1985; Meyer & Evans, 1989). At first, interventions were 
used on an individual basis but have been expanded to include interventions for an entire 
school (Sugai et al., 2000). What came to be known as school-wide positive behavior 
support (SWPBS) now encompasses research and intervention strategies using contextual 
and ecological variables to make implementation in public schools possible (Crone & 
Horner, 2003).  As such, researchers have recognized the need to intervene at the whole 
school level, rather than focusing only on micro-social levels, in order to affect the 
behavior of a school population. By delving into intervention at the organizational level, 
researchers are now able to examine the acquisition and maintenance of intervention 
strategies (Sugai et al., 2000).  
 In recent years, SWPBS has expanded to include a wide array of targeted 
proactive or preventative interventions to reduce common school-related behavior 
problems. A three-tiered model was implemented as a framework for intervention 
strategies and to emphasize the need for intervention on multiple levels (Walker, Colvin, 
& Ramsey, 1995; Walker & Shinn, 2002). At the primary level (also referred to as Tier 1 
or universal level), school-wide behavioral and academic teaching strategies are 
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implemented, which are intended to affect the majority of the school’s population (Lewis, 
Sugai, & Colvin, 1998; Sprague et al., 2001). At the secondary level (also referred to as 
Tier 2 or supplemental level), behavioral interventions are implemented, which are 
intended to affect the 10-15% of students whose behaviors were not affected at the 
primary level (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Lastly, approximately 5% of students will require 
the support of a tertiary level intervention (also referred to as Tier 3 or intensive) (Lewis 
& Sugai, 1999). At this level, interventions are intensive and individualized to a single 
student, often necessitating a complete functional behavioral assessment (FBA) and 
behavior intervention plan (BIP) (March & Horner, 2002). The behaviors that necessitate 
implementation of these types of interventions are often severe and affect the well-being 
or quality of education of other students (Colvin, Kameenui, & Sugai, 1993).  
 In SWPBS, FBA’s are conducted in order to establish hypotheses regarding the 
functions of challenging behaviors by examining events that occur before and after the 
behavior (Sugai et al., 2000). The use of FBA data is fundamental in teaching alternative 
behaviors that meet the same function as the original problem behavior without 
contacting coercive or harmful consequences (Reichle & Johnston, 1993). Research has 
demonstrated the effectiveness of FBA-guided behavioral interventions in the schools 
(Colvin, Kameenui, & Sugai, 1993; Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Lewis, Sugai, & Colvin, 1998; 
Taylor-Greene et al., 1997). Conducting a full-scale FBA may be complicated and 
usually requires several direct observation sessions and lengthy interviews with parents, 
teachers, and other caregivers related to the student (March & Horner, 2002). However, 
tools such as the Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff (FACTS) have 
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been developed to minimize the resources required for school personnel to conduct a full 
FBA (March, et al. 2000).  
 While tertiary level supports necessitate functional interventions guided by FBA 
data, secondary level supports are often implemented without regard for the potential 
functions of problem behaviors (March & Horner, 2002). Among the successful and 
widely studied secondary interventions are: the Check and Connect program, Behavior 
Education Program (BEP) or Check-In Check-Out (CICO), First Steps to Success (FSS), 
Social Skills Training (SST), as well as mentoring programs (e.g., Big Brothers, Big 
Sisters) (Crone et al., 2003; Hawken & Horner, 2003; Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Nelson and 
Carr, 1996; Walker, Severson, & Feil, 1998). These programs are designed to affect a 
targeted group of students who may be at risk for developing more severe problem 
behaviors (Hawken & Horner, 2003). 
 All of the published studies regarding Check-In Check-Out (CICO), also referred 
to as the Behavior Education Program (BEP), have provided evidence to support the 
program’s effectiveness as a secondary tier intervention (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & 
Lathrop, 2007; Hawken & Hess, 2006; Hawken & Horner, 2003; Hawken, MacLeod, & 
Rawlings, 2007; March & Horner, 2002; McCurdy, Kunsch, & Reibstein, 2007; 
McIntosh, Campbell, Carter, & Dickey, 2008; Todd, Campbell, Meyer, & Horner, 2008). 
The CICO program was designed to target and support groups of students who continue 
to engage in non-severe problem behaviors within the school’s existing universal 
supports (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007).  The CICO program involves 
regular feedback and reinforcement from teachers using a point system and a Daily 
Progress Report (DPR), a built-in family component, and daily progress evaluation based 
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on behavioral and academic goals. Students who participate in the CICO program follow 
the same basic daily routine: 
1. Check-in with teacher each morning with DPR. 
2. The student must present the DPR to each teacher prior to each period, providing 
multiple opportunities for feedback or social praise. 
3. Check-out with teacher at the end of the day, where daily points are tallied and 
tangible reward is given. 
4. The student must take a copy of their DPR home to be signed by a parent or 
guardian. 
5. The signed copy is returned the next morning to the student’s teacher (Crone, 
Hawken, & Horner, 2010). 
Despite its relative effectiveness as a secondary level intervention, March and 
Horner (2002) found that the CICO program was effective, but primarily for students 
whose problem behaviors were attention-maintained. In their study, 3 participants were 
identified using FACTS to discern that their problem behaviors were largely a function of 
attention. The researchers ultimately observed reduced levels of participants’ problem 
behaviors in a general education middle school. Furthermore, the researchers suggest that 
the CICO program may not even be appropriate to treat students with escape-maintained 
problem behaviors. 
Hawken & Horner (2003) found similar results with 4 middle school students 
whose problem behaviors were hypothesized to be a function of peer or adult attention. 
The researchers reported that the BEP/CICO program was associated with reductions in 
the average level of problem behaviors for all participants. They also found that the 
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intervention was associated with increases in the average level of academic engagement 
for all participants. The researchers suggested that these intervention procedures might be 
less effective for students who do not find adult attention reinforcing. 
Hawken, et al. (2007) found that the BEP/CICO procedure was ineffective for 
some participants at reducing office discipline referrals (ODR’s). The researchers 
reported high fidelity of program implementation, high social validity ratings from 
teachers and parents, and an overall decrease in ODR’s for the 12 elementary school 
students who participated. However, the researchers suggested that the intervention might 
have been more effective if it had been modified to include some function-based 
contingencies.  
While evaluating the effects of a teacher-implemented CICO on frequency of 
problem behaviors, Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, and Lathrop (2007) found that some 
participants remained ‘unresponsive’ to the intervention until a function-based 
component was added. The CICO procedures for this study were modified to include a 
group-contingency for those students whose behaviors were attention-maintained. After 
the function-based component was added, all participants engaged in fewer average 
intervals of problem behaviors. The researchers listed many limitations to the study 
(observer reactivity and behavioral drift being two of them) yet the results provided 
important implications for function-based interventions. Furthermore, the teachers who 
participated in the study subsequently rated the intervention as a positive experience. 
Todd, et al. (2008) assessed the effectiveness of the CICO program for four 
elementary school students. The FACTS was used to identify students whose behaviors 
were likely attention-maintained for participation in the study. Direct observations were 
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then conducted during problematic routines, as identified by FACTS, to confirm or refute 
the behavioral hypotheses. Following implementation, the CICO program was observed 
to be effective in reducing problem behaviors for all participants. The researchers cite a 
lack in evidence to support that the CICO program might be effective across other 
functions of behavior. 
While the majority of CICO research has involved single-subject research 
designs, McIntosh, et al. (2009) assessed the extent to which function of problem 
behavior moderated the effectiveness of the intervention for 36 elementary school 
students. Like previous studies, FACTS was used to generate functional hypotheses for 
each participant before CICO was implemented. The researchers observed differential 
effects of the intervention based on the hypothesized function of problem behavior.  A 
behavioral function mixed design MANOVA confirmed, in essence, that teacher-
identified function predicted the response to intervention. The results also replicated the 
original findings of March and Horner (2002), who found little evidence to show that 
CICO was effective for escape-maintained problem behaviors. 
Currently, there is a lack of published research that examines the effects of the 
CICO program, modified to include negative reinforcement contingencies. Recent 
research findings by Anderson, Boyd, and Turtura (2011), however, have provided 
promising evidence that a modified CICO intervention can be effective in reducing 
escape-maintained problem behaviors in the classroom. For this intervention, researchers 
taught functionally equivalent replacement behaviors (e.g., requesting a “break” or 
“help”) in addition to providing structured prompts and frequent feedback on appropriate 
behavior. The current study expands on these findings by adding various escape options 
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(e.g., homework pass, work break, or work pass) to the existing menu of tangible rewards 
for participants to earn when they have reached their daily point goal. 
As indicated by the results of numerous research studies, the CICO program is an 
effective secondary tier intervention with the potential to reduce a wide range of problem 
behaviors. Researchers have also identified a general lack of support for students whose 
problem behaviors are a function of escape or avoidance (Hawken, MacLeod, & 
Rawlings 2007; March & Horner, 2002; Todd, Campbell, Meyer, & Horner 2008). The 
purpose of the present study was to examine the effects of the CICO program, modified 
to address negative reinforcement contingencies by adding the option to earn breaks or 
homework passes in addition to the tangible rewards already provided by the standard 
CICO program. 
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Method 
 
Participants and Setting 
 The participants in the study included three elementary school-aged children 
from a local private elementary-middle school and their teachers. The names of the 
participants in the study have been altered to maintain confidentiality.  In order to be 
eligible for this study, researchers obtained parental consent and student assent to 
participate. Student selection was based on the following criteria: (a) participation in the 
school’s universal behavior support for at least 3 weeks prior to recommendation for the 
CICO program, (b) participation in the standard CICO program for at least 1 week, and 
(c) student problem behaviors were hypothesized to be a function of escape from aversive 
tasks or activities (student behavior could not be multiply maintained, for example, by 
peer attention and task avoidance). Students were referred for participation in the CICO 
program by the school’s behavior support team and through a teacher nomination process 
(described further under Target Behaviors and Data Collection). The teacher-nomination 
process ensured that selected participants were continuing to engage in problem 
behaviors despite participation in the school’s existing universal and secondary tier 
programs. 
Child Participants. Ethan was nine years old and was in the fourth grade. He was 
a typically developing child who had no known developmental or medical diagnoses. 
However, he did not often engage with his peers during social or academic activities. 
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Ethan primarily struggled to stay on task, often simply playing and fidgeting with objects 
in and around his desk instead of completing assignments. 
Josh was six years old and was in first grade. He was a typically developing child 
who had no known developmental or medical diagnoses. He frequently struggled to stay 
on task, often playing and fidgeting with objects in and around his desk and engaged in 
mild tantrums (i.e., crying or whining) during independent seatwork. 
Kendra was six years old and was in first grade. Kendra and Josh were in the 
same classroom and engaged in similar problem behaviors. She was a typically 
developing child who had no known developmental or medical diagnoses. She frequently 
struggled to stay on task, often playing and fidgeting with objects in and around her desk 
and engaged in classroom disruption by speaking out of turn (i.e., interrupting the teacher 
during instruction or independent seatwork). 
Setting. The study took place in a local private elementary-middle school. The 
school’s average class size was approximately 20 students. Prior to the beginning of the 
school year, all teachers and staff received training in school-wide behavior support 
strategies according to Florida’s Positive Behavior Support Project (FLPBS). An initial 
training was conducted to implement the standard CICO procedures, which lasted 
approximately 90 minutes. During this meeting, the researcher provided an overview of 
the CICO routine using an instructional DVD (The Behavior Education Program: A 
Check-In, Check-Out Intervention for Students at Risk [Hawken, Pettersson, Mootz, & 
Anderson, 2006]), guidelines on how to give descriptive social praise and feedback, and 
an explanation of the DPR sheets. To document that school-wide positive behavior 
support was being implemented with fidelity, the school had to score at least 70 out of 
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107 points on the Benchmarks of Quality, which is a reliable and valid assessment tool 
for measuring SWPBS implementation (Kincaid, Childs, & George, 2010) (see Appendix 
A).  
After a week of standard CICO implementation, a second training was conducted 
to implement the modified CICO procedures. During this meeting, which lasted 
approximately 30-minutes, the researcher provided an overview on how the escape 
rewards would be implemented and used in the classroom setting. The researcher and the 
participants’ teachers had a short discussion to decide which types of escape rewards 
would be acceptable and appropriate for their classrooms. At the end of the meeting, both 
teachers agreed to allow homework passes and short breaks from aversive tasks as part of 
the modified CICO intervention.   
Materials and Equipment 
An instructional DVD, The Behavior Education Program: A Check-In, Check-Out 
Intervention for Students at Risk (Hawken, et al., 2006), was used as an introductory 
training tool for the teachers and the CICO coordinator. This instructional disc included 
most of the forms (such as the DPR sheets and point tracking graphs) needed to 
implement the CICO program.  
Target Behaviors and Data Collection 
The primary behaviors targeted for reduction were individually defined and 
identified by the Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and Staff questionnaire 
(FACTS-A & B) developed by March et al. (2000) (see Appendix B and C). Information 
from the FACTS questionnaire was used to confirm the hypothesized behavioral function 
for each student during a routine analysis. All target behaviors were identified and 
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recorded during each session and measured during 10-minute observations using a 
partial-interval recording procedure of 10-seconds (see Appendix D for interval recording 
sheet). Data were also recorded on the participant's reinforcer preferences. All DPR 
sheets were marked to indicate the actual reinforcer selections of each participant during 
the check-out routine.  
For Ethan, problem behavior was defined as any occurrence of the following: (a) 
failure to begin or continue a task within 5 seconds of being prompted and (b) playing 
with/manipulating objects at desk during instruction. For Josh and Kendra, problem 
behavior was defined as any occurrence of the following: (a) getting out of his or her seat 
during instruction or independent seat-work, (b) talking or interacting with peers during 
instruction or independent seat-work, (c) failure to begin or continue a task within 5 
seconds of being prompted, and (d) crying and/or protesting after a task has been 
assigned. 
For all three participants, academic engagement was targeted for increase and was 
defined as any occurrence of the following: (a) following teacher instructions/prompts 
within 5 seconds, (b) focusing eyes on the teacher or work materials when the teacher 
provides instructions, and (c) requesting assistance from the teacher regarding assigned 
tasks by raising one’s hand and waiting to be acknowledged. 
Routine analysis. After administering the FACTS-A & B, the researcher 
conducted four direct observation sessions to confirm information obtained in the 
interviews. Observations occurred twice per day, per participant during the specific 
routines that were indicated by the FACTS to be most associated with problem behavior.   
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 The routine analysis occurred during the standard CICO phase. Through direct 
observation, data were gathered about events that most often preceded and followed 
problem behavior. Data were collected during 10-minute observations using a partial-
interval recording procedure of 10-seconds. Data were collected on the occurrence of 
relevant environmental variables (e.g., prompt to complete a task). Two observations 
were conducted when the relevant antecedents (e.g., written assignment, reading) were 
present and two were conducted when that antecedent was not present (e.g., free time, 
lunch). The escape hypothesis was confirmed if participants engaged in high levels of 
problem behaviors (>50%) during aversive tasks or routines and low levels (<50%) of 
problem behaviors during low demand or preferred routines. 
Social Validity 
At the conclusion of the study, the participating teachers were asked to complete a 
modified BEP Acceptability Questionnaire: Teacher Version (Hawken & Horner, 2003), 
which was used to assess social validity (see Appendix H). The questionnaire included 
seven questions on a six-point scale regarding: (a) ease of implementation, (b) behaviors 
of the student, and (c) overall significance of the program (1 = strongly disagree and 6 = 
strongly agree).  
Interobserver Agreement 
Interobserver agreement (IOA) was assessed for approximately 35% of all 
observation sessions. The observers consisted of graduate and undergraduate students 
from the University of South Florida Applied Behavior Analysis and Psychology 
programs, respectively. An agreement of the occurrence of academic engagement was 
defined as both observers recording that the behavior either did (A) or did not (–) occur 
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during each interval. An agreement of the occurrence of problem behaviors was defined 
as both observers recording that the behavior either did (P) or did not (–) occur during 
each interval. IOA was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by the number 
of agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 100.  
Observer training. Two independent observers were trained to collect data for 
the study using (a) verbal instructions, (b) modeling, and (c) an instructional DVD, The 
Behavior Education Program: A Check-In, Check-Out Intervention for Students at Risk. 
Observers were given a list of target behaviors for each child and shown how to identify 
the behaviors. Observers practiced the data collection procedures with the researcher until 
at least 80% reliability was achieved. IOA for child behaviors was an average of 91.23% 
(range of 75 to 100%). Table 1 shows the IOAs across phases, participants, and target 
behaviors. 
Table 1. Mean percent of interobserver agreement. 
Phases 
 
Ethan 
 
Josh 
 
Kendra 
PB AE PB AE PB 
 
AE 
 
 
Standard CICO 
 
92 93 89 90 99 99 
Intervention 
 
95 95 96 96 94 95 
Note. PB: problem behavior and AE: Academic engagement 
 
Experimental Design and Procedures 
The effects of a modified CICO program on reducing problem behaviors and 
increasing academic engagement was evaluated using a multiple baseline across 
participants design. Each participant was exposed to a standard CICO phase: participants 
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partaking in the school’s established CICO program, followed by an intervention phase: 
participants engaging in a modified CICO program that included options for negative 
reinforcement contingencies. Detailed procedures for implementation of the modified 
CICO program are described below. 
Behavioral assessment. A descriptive assessment was conducted to identify 
students whose problem behaviors were hypothesized to be a function of escape. The 
descriptive assessment involved the FACTS-A & B, an instrument developed for use in 
school settings by teachers and staff. Each participant’s teacher was asked to complete 
the two-page interview that took no longer than 15-minutes. In the interview, teachers 
were asked to provide a score for the likelihood of the occurrence of problem behaviors 
(1 = low likelihood and 6 = high likelihood) during routine activities throughout the 
school day (e.g., math, transitions, language arts, recess, etc.). Teachers were then asked 
to describe specific problem behaviors likely to occur for each activity. 
 Information provided from Part A was used to identify different problem 
behaviors as well as the routines for where, when, and with whom problem behaviors 
were most likely to occur (see Appendix B). Information provided from Part B was used 
to establish a list of potential reinforcers (preference assessment), descriptions of the 
previously identified routines, and hypotheses regarding setting events and environmental 
factors that maintained problem behaviors (see Appendix C).  
Standard CICO. The initial phase occurred following the FACTS-A & B 
assessment and included the routine analysis. During the standard CICO phase, 
participants continued to partake in the school’s regular pre-intervention CICO program. 
Data were collected on the percentage of intervals in which the participant engaged in 
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problem behavior and academic engagement. Standard CICO observations occurred 
twice per participant for each day that the study was in process. Direct observation 
sessions were conducted during high-demand routines, which were identified to be 
problematic for each participant during the routine analysis.  
The school’s existing secondary tier CICO intervention involved regular feedback 
and verbal praise from teachers using a point system on the DPR (see Appendix E), a 
built-in family component, and daily progress evaluation based on behavioral and 
academic goals. Each DPR included a list of behavioral and academic expectations, and a 
place for teachers to provide feedback and score students based on these expectations. 
During the “check-in” phase, participants were required to check in before school 
with the CICO coordinator who provided a copy of their DPR to keep with them 
throughout the day. Each DPR sheet included the individual school-wide expectations on 
which the participants were scored based on their performance during each academic 
period. Students would receive a score of 0 for "did not meet expectations," a score of 1 
for "somewhat met expectations," or a score of 2 for "met expectations.”  
During the “check-out” phase, students checked out at the end of the day with the 
CICO coordinator, who calculated each student's percentage of points earned on their 
DPR. The school had a reward system in place to encourage students to meet their daily 
point goals. These goals were individualized for each student, with a typical goal being 
set at 80% of the total points. The students were then required to take a copy of their DPR 
home to be signed by a parent or guardian, which provided opportunities for parent 
feedback. Ultimately, students were rewarded for meeting their goals with positive social 
praise from their teachers and school staff, stickers on a chart, a piece of candy (or other 
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edible item), or access to prizes and games at the end of the day. Students who continued 
to do well in the CICO program for several weeks would have the opportunity to 
graduate from the program altogether. 
Modified-CICO intervention. For this study, the modified CICO program 
remained nearly identical to the standard CICO procedure, except that the range of 
available reinforcers was expanded to include an escape option for students whose 
problem behaviors were hypothesized to be a function of escape from difficult or 
aversive tasks and activities. Like the standard CICO routine, students checked in each 
morning and checked out each afternoon with the designated CICO coordinator. During 
the check-out routine at the end of the day, the CICO coordinator would tally up each 
participant’s points. If the participants met their goal for the day (80%), they were given 
positive social praise and then prompted to select their reward (either tangible or escape). 
Each participant was given the option to choose a toy from the treasure box (e.g., 
stickers, games, or toys) or they could choose a homework pass or a break pass to use the 
following school day (see Appendix F for an example of a modified DPR). 
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Results 
 
Figure 1 presents data on the use of the CICO program across child participants. 
The data show that Ethan’s challenging behaviors were variable and occurring at a high 
level during the standard CICO phase. As well, his academic engagement was occurring 
at relatively low levels. Upon intervention, Ethan’s behaviors reversed and maintained 
with a consistent level and trend. Josh’s problem behaviors were not quite as variable 
during standard CICO but were occurring at a high level with an increasing trend. Upon 
intervention, both academic engagement and problem behaviors were significantly 
variable until the last several sessions where problem behaviors finally began to decrease. 
Kendra’s problem behaviors during standard CICO were somewhat variable but 
stabilized at a high level. Academic engagement occurred at an inversely low level as 
well. Upon intervention, Kendra’s problem behaviors and academic engagement reversed 
and began to stabilize at a desirable level by the end of the study. 
Figure 2 presents data on the percentage of DPR points earned daily across child 
participants. During the standard CICO phase, only Josh was able to meet his daily point 
goal of 80% (occurring only once). Both Josh and Kendra’s point percentages were 
significantly variable during standard CICO, while Ethan’s remained stable at around 
65%. During the modified CICO phase, all 3 participants were able to achieve and 
maintain their 80% point goals for the majority of the intervention. Additional data were 
taken on the preferences and reinforcer selections of the participants in this study. Even 
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though the participants’ problem behaviors were observed to be a function of escape, 
participants did not always choose the escape reward during the check-out routine. For 
example, Ethan elected to take a homework pass or work break approximately 65% of the 
time while Josh and Kendra elected to use them less frequently (approximately 46 and 
52% of the time, respectively) – other times opting instead for a comparable tangible or 
edible reward. 
The CICO coordinator recorded on each DPR sheet which reinforcer the 
participants selected during the modified CICO routine. Table 2 shows the mean percent 
of reinforcer selections. 
Table 2. Mean percent of reinforcer selections. 
Reinforcer 
 
Ethan 
 
Josh 
 
Kendra 
Tangible 
 
35 54 48 
Escape 
 
65 46 52 
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Figure 1. Shows percentage of intervals of problem behavior and academic engagement 
on the y-axis and sessions on the x-axis for each participant. 
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Figure 2. Shows percentage of DPR points earned on the y-axis and number of days on 
the x-axis for each participant. 
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Child Behavior 
During the standard CICO phase, Ethan’s challenging behavior averaged 66% of 
intervals while academic engagement was 32%. During the intervention phase, his 
challenging behavior eventually decreased to an average of 42% and his academic 
engagement increased to an average of 58% of intervals. During the standard CICO 
phase, Josh’s challenging behavior averaged 63% of intervals while academic 
engagement was 37%. During the intervention phase, his challenging behavior eventually 
decreased to 49% and his academic engagement increased to an average of 51% of 
intervals. During the standard CICO phase, Kendra’s challenging behavior averaged 58% 
of intervals, while academic engagement was 42%. During the intervention phase, her 
challenging behavior decreased to an average of 40% and her academic engagement 
increased to an average of 60% of intervals. While there was some variability, both Josh 
and Kendra’s target behaviors ultimately stabilized toward the end of the study. 
Social Validity 
At the conclusion of the study, the teachers were asked to complete a social 
validity questionnaire (1 = strongly disagree and 6 = strongly agree). The overall ratings 
of acceptability and satisfaction with the modified CICO intervention process were 
relatively high, with a mean of 4.8 (range = 4-5). As shown in Table 2, both teachers 
responded that carrying out the CICO process was worth both the time and effort.  Both 
teachers responded that the modified CICO program was effective in reducing problem 
behaviors and that they would likely recommend the modified CICO routine for other 
schools/classrooms with similar students.  
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Table 3. BEP Acceptability Questionnaire results for teachers. 
 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 
1. Problem behaviors have decreased since enrollment in the modified CICO 
program. 
5 4 
2. Appropriate classroom behaviors have increased since enrollment in the 
modified CICO program. 
5 5 
3. It was relatively easy (e.g., amount of time/effort) to implement the 
modified CICO program. 
5 5 
4. How effective was the modified CICO program in decreasing this 
student’s number of absences and tardies? 
4 n/a 
5. The modified CICO process for this student was worth the time and effort. 5 5 
6. I would recommend that other schools (or classrooms) use the modified 
CICO program with similar students. 
5 5 
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Discussion 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a Secondary Tier 
elementary school intervention to address students who engage in escape-related problem 
behaviors. The data from this study have extended the current CICO/BEP intervention 
studies by Hawken, et al., (2007), March and Horner (2002), and Todd, et al., (2008) by 
including contingencies for students whose behaviors are escape-maintained. As 
anticipated, this study provided the expected reductions in problem behaviors and an 
overall increase in academic engagement. Both participating teachers in the study 
evaluated the CICO program as feasible and acceptable.  
The selection preferences of both Josh and Kendra could potentially be explained 
by the distinction in relative immediacy of the type reinforcer chosen and their 
differences in age compared to Ethan, who was a few years older. For example, Josh and 
Kendra (the younger participants) often chose pieces of candy, toy cars, or some other 
small tangible item, presumably as a function of the immediacy of such items versus 
choosing a work break or homework pass, which could only be redeemed the following 
school day. Ethan often selected one of the escape options during checkout, which 
suggests strength in ability to delay gratification for a more potent and relevant 
reinforcer. 
Prior to CICO implementation, the teachers would typically prompt the children 
to engage in appropriate academic behaviors but not provide them with appropriate praise 
or constructive feedback. Later, it seemed as though the DPR began to function as a 
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visual prompt for teachers to engage the students in an active discussion about their 
behaviors and goals. Additionally, after the modified CICO program was implemented, 
the participants’ behaviors seemed to respond positively to the more function-based 
approach. For example, one function of Ethan’s problem behaviors was found to be 
escape from task demands involving mathematics. Thus, adding the opportunity to reduce 
tasks through breaks and homework passes theoretically seemed to be effective in 
decreasing the frequency of his escape-related problem behaviors. 
While the results of this study indicate that the modified CICO intervention had 
positive effects, there are a few limitations to address. First, during the initial 
implementation of the CICO program, there were some complications with staff 
availability and with limited resources in the school to begin the intervention. The 
candidate originally selected to act as the CICO coordinator became ill and had to take an 
extended leave of absence, which resulted in a significant delay in implementation. Once 
a suitable replacement was selected and trained to act as the CICO coordinator, there 
were less than two months remaining for the semester. Having to condense the 
implementation schedule by several weeks understandably limited the scope of 
effectiveness to some degree, as none of the participants’ problem behaviors decreased to 
a level below 35% of intervals. It does demonstrate, however, that despite the limited 
implementation time and resources, there was an overall positive effect on the 
participants’ behaviors. 
Second, we were unable to obtain maintenance data due to time constraints. 
Complications with staffing and availability to run the intervention resulted in the limited 
data collection for the duration of the study; sessions were conducted two times per day 
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per participant for six weeks. Ideally, the standard CICO phase for Ethan should have 
been extended in order for an observable effect to occur before proceeding with the 
modified CICO intervention phase.  Follow-up data should have been collected to 
demonstrate long-term outcomes of the intervention. Third, due again to staffing 
complications, generalization could not be assessed as there was not sufficient time to 
observe the effects the program with other teachers and/or staff. Lastly, while the primary 
researcher was present and available during all observation sessions, no formal fidelity or 
integrity measures were used to evaluate implementation of the CICO intervention.  
Aside from maintenance and generalization, one possibility for inclusion in future 
studies would be an extended replication of this study’s procedures to examine the effects 
of the modified CICO program on a longer timeline. As mentioned previously in this 
discussion, another implication for future research could involve the examination of 
variability in reinforcers for differing age groups, especially with respect to immediacy. 
Additionally, a very important factor for future studies could involve examining how the 
CICO program could be improved to address the needs of children who engage in 
problem behaviors as a function of escape from adult attention. Since the CICO program 
relies heavily on the interactions between the students and their teachers, it could be 
useful to integrate a peer component to reduce the need for frequent teacher attention.  
In summary, the results of the present study provide evidence to support including 
negative reinforcement contingencies to make the CICO program more functionally 
focused. Despite some significant setbacks, it seems as though the modified CICO 
program did have some effect on the participants’ behaviors by allowing for escape from 
aversive tasks and activities.  
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